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MEASURING ONE UNIVERSITY OUTPUT: A SURVEY OF UNDERGRADUATE DEGREE HOLDERS 
FROM THE UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA FROM THE CLASSES OF 1960 1970 



One feature of Planning, Programming, Budgeting Systems (PPBS) which attracts many 
supporters is its output orientation (Farmer, 1970). Carpenter (1969) points out that such a system 
requires clearly expressed objectives which have appropriate measures of attainment. The most 
obvious output of higher education is the graduate: the much renowned but ill-defined educated 
man. One attainable measure of this output is the self-reported perceptions, opinions, and attitudes 
of the graduate about his college experience and its relation to his life after he leaves the campus. 

Levin, et.al. (1971) in an excellent survey of the literature, offers abundant research 
evidence that education affects one's earnings, social and economic n\ob\\\t>/ , and other areas of 
opportunity. A comprehensive, longitudinal alumni survey had been conducted on the nationwide 
graduating class of 1961 by Spaeth and Greeley (1970). The total population consisted of 4,000 
graduates of 135 accredited large colleges and universities. The results of this study were of great 
interest and value but the project team felt that a more individualized, up-to-date, tailor-made study 
of University of Georgia graduates was needed. Levin's review, along with recent publications from 
national and professional agenices including the Western Interstate Commission for Higher 
Education (WICHE), clearly indicated that an alumni survey of UGA undergraduate degree holders 
was an item of importance for the Ford Foundation supported PPBS Project. Similar studies of 
graduate degree earners and Law School graduates have already been conducted for the University 
(Booth, 197Q;Corry, 1971; Keith, 1972). 

PURPOSE 

Since the educated man has been developed not only as an "economic being" but also as a 
''human being", the main purpose of this survey was to gather feedback from University of Georgia 
graduates with respect to the impact of their college experiences on their careers and on their 
personal and social development. This feedback could be used by the various constituencies which 
make up the University in many different ways, some of which include: 

1. A critical review of specific programs; 

2. supportive evidence for new or increased services; 
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3. assistance in the establishment of objectives; 

4. assistance in the assessment of the effectiveness of curricula, facilities, attitudes, etc. 

The results of this first survey should be considered as those of a pilot study because of the 
ever-present constraints of limited time and resources. Subsequent studies, however, can use these 
first efforts as a foundation. 

METHOD 

SUBJECTS 

The subjects for this study were 821 undergraduate degree holders from the classes of 1960 
through 1970. Every twenty-fifth person was selected from an alphabetized listing of all University 
of Georgia baccalaureates for those years. The Alumni Office was most helpful in providing this list 
and addressing the envelopes for the first mailing. 

THE INSTRUMENT 

The questionnaire was developed over several months with the assistance of many people* 
both on and off campus who provided inputs in the form of suggestions and constructive criticisms. 
Some of the items were taken from Booth's (1964) and other alumni surveys and modified for use 
with an undergraduate population. Most items, however, came about as a result of the questions the 
project team felt were relevant and necessary for our purposes. The questionnaire was divided into 
two parts: Job related questions and non-job related questions. A "pilot" study was conducted 
using the instrument with approximately ten on-campus personnel who were graduates of the 
University. The author recognizes that such a "field trial" might be considered inadequate and, 
hence, the previous statement that this entire effort might best be considered a pilot study. 

PROCEDURE 

Questionnaires (See Appendix A) were mailed out by third class mail to graduates selected 
by the sampling procedure (excluding 1971, foreign residents and other not readily accessible 
graduates. Six weeks after the initial mailing the first follow-up was conducted: a post card was 
mailed to each non-respondent requesting that he return his questionnaire. The six week period was 



O *{Dr. Warren A. Findley, Dr. Robert Stoltz, Dr. David Suddick, Dr. Gary C. Stock, and Mr. Larry 

• ]r Mc Daniel, and various student leaders) 



used because of the slowness - up to six weeks - of bulk rate mail. Four weeks after the post card 
follow-up, a follow-up letter (See Appendix C) was sent out along with another copy of the 
questionnaire. All instruments were returned by means of a business reply flap that was part of the 
questionnaire. The cut-off date for responses to be included in the study was six weeks after the 
second follow-up. 

RESULTS 

Four hundred and seventy of the 821 (57.24%) questionnaires were returned by March 8, 
1972. Additional returns have come in since this date and may be included in future reports. Table I 
presents the distribution of the respondees by the degree which they earned at the University. The 
Bachelor of Business Administration was the degree most frequently appearing with 26 percent of 
those responding. The next most frequent single degree was the Bachelor of Science of Education 
representing seventeen percent of degrees held by respondees, Bachelor of Science representing 
fourteen percent, and the Bachelor of Arts representing thirteen percent. All other degrees were 
under six percent. 

Tables 2 and 3 show the distribution of students by academic year entered and graduated 
respectively. The fact that the University has students who enter, leave without graduating and later 
reenter helps account for the number shown entering before the latest "expected" date of the 
decade selected for sampling (graduates from 1960-1970). In addition, those students shown 
entering past the latest expected date (1966-1967) for freshmen entrants to complete their 
baccalaureate degree reflect the presence of transfer students at the University. 

Table 4, the Distribution of Respondees by section of the country, shows that sixty-four 
percent of those responding have remained in the state of Georgia. While this data shows that those 
University of Georgia graduates responding to the questionnaire live and work in most sections of 
the United States, it is interesting to note that an overwhelming majority of eighty-eight percent 
have remained in the south and its neighboring states. Such retention is desirable for a public 
institution in that it serves the state and region that supports it. 

A general picture of the University of Georgia graduates' perceptions of the University and 
its Jmpact on their lives is derived from the statistics of the question-by-question detailed 
breakdown of responses presented in Table 5. 
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EMPLOYMENT 

About seventy-six percent (368 of 470) of those responding reported that they are working 
full time while eleven percent reported that they were working on a graduate or professional degree. 
Six percent were in the military and only two percent said they were unemployed. Thirty-seven 
percent of those who reported that they are working noted some aspect of business as their 
occupation. Twenty-two percent indicated that they are teaching for a living while four percent are 
in the fields of medicine and law. Forty-six percent of those responding have been with their 
present employer and sixty percent have been in their current position for less then two years. This 
may be an indication of the recent increase in the number of college graduates as well as their 
economic mobility. Only five percent reported having been with the same employer for 10 or more 
years with only two percent having held the same position for that period of time. 

COLLEGE DEGREE 

The Ebnefits of a college degree seemed important to the graduates since ninety-seven 
percent indicated that they would still go to college as preparation for life. Only sixty-six percent, 
however, indicated that they would enroll in the same degree program. Those reporting that they 
would change programs indicated Business related programs most frequently with twenty-nine 
percent, the professions (Law and Health) next with twenty percent, specialization within current 
job with twelve percent, with additional areas all under ten percent. 

COLLEGE TO JOB 

Forty-eight percent of the respondees indicated that their undergraduate curriculum was 
related to a very great extent or to a great extent to their current employment, twenty-nine percent 
reported that their curriculum was somewhat related to their current employment while twenty-one 
percent indicated that their current employment was not related to any great degree to their 
undergraduate curriculum. In response to a question about which courses contributed most to a 
graduate's career, the responses were categorized as within the area studied (about seventy-five 
percent), outside the area studied, (twelve percent), and other courses (about thirteen percent). 
Another question dealt with the courses contributing least to a graduate's career. 
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The universe of responses with regard to the impact of curriculum becomes somewhat 
obscured in question 8, 9, 10, 20, 21, and 22 of Table 5 where open ended responses were required. 
For example, eleven percent - as a first choice - felt foreign languages contributed least to their 
career, while, (as is more elaborated on later related to question 20) ten percent - as a first choice 
expressed that foreign languages contributed most to their pesonal and social development. To 
judge the importance of these type of statistics the second choice should also be examined in each 
case. As to further what was considered a contributing least. Chemistry and English followed with 
eight and seven percent respectively. The respondees recommended that anyone entering in their 
profession take job-related courses (twenty-six percent), business courses (twenty-one percent), and 
Accounting and Psychology (nine percent each). 

UGA RATING 

The alumni were asked to rate various aspects of the University of Georgia while they were 
in attendance in their degree programs. Eighty percent or more of the respondees rated the 
following aspects as favorable Average or above averaget the faculty, the administration, the 
physical facilities, the public image, student housing, the library, and cultural activities. 

The library facilities received the highest ratings - seventy percent believed the library to be 
above average. Two aspects received unfavorable ratings: fifty percent of the alumni thought that 
academic and vocational counseling was below average. In addition fifty -four percent rated personal 
counseling below average. 

The alumni were asked to rate various aspects of their undergraduate curriculum while they 
were in attendance. TheoveraH responses were favorable although about a quarter of the respondees 
felt that they were not satisfied with the availability of the faculty, the interest of their fellow 
students, and the relevance of the curriculum as preparation for their current jobs. 

Over one-half of the respondees reported aquiring their first position upon graduation 
through their own solicitation. A number of other means were mentioned although none received 
over ten percent. Seven percent of the graduates mentioned the Placement Office as being the 
primary means of obtaining their first job. It must be noted that the questionnaire did not ask how 
many students availed themselves of the Placement Office. 



SALARY 

The median starting salary of those responding fell in the $6000 to $8000 range wh?le 
respondents reported current salaries which range from less than $5,000 to over $19,000 with a 
median salary between $7,000 and $10,000. 

SOCIAL AND PERSONAL 

Eighty nine percent of those responding i^lt that their undergraduate program was 
outstanding or adequate in contributing to their personal and social development. Extracurricular 
activities seem to play a role in ^rsonai and social development with athletic events, off campus 
living experiences, and informal bull se,$ions playing the key roles. A substantial number of 
students did not believe that lectures by eminent authorities or fraternity and sorority life 
contributed to any degree to their persona! or social development. 

Those respondees answering the question related the courses contributing most to their 
personal and social development listed most frequently psychology (sixteen percent). Speech 
(fifteen percent) and Foreign languages (ten percent). All other responses were less than ten 
percent. The list of responses for the courses contributing tern to personal and social development 
includrxi mathematics (thirteen percent). Chemistry (nine percent?, Er>glish (eight percent), and 
Foreigii Languages (six percent). All other responses were not more than two percent. 

As indicated earlier, it is interesting to note that foreign languages was given as having 
contributed both to most (ten percent) and to hast (six percent). It is also noteworthy that 
psychology was listed as a course contributing most to both career and personal and social 
development and was also recommended as a course to be taken for career development as well as 
personal and sodal development. Speech was listed for both career and personal development also 
and appeared as a course contributing most to personal and social development. Accounting was 
also listed three times: It was recommended both for people entering professions and for anyone 
attending college. Additionally accounting was listed as one of the courses greatly contributing to a 
graduate's career. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The results of the study indicate that the graduates of the University of Georgia are well 
satisfied with the institution from which they graduated. 

As a basis for program-analysis within an integrated system of Planning, Programming and 
Budgeting the results of this study - and the necessary foUow-up studies - are an important input 
in evaluating existing degree programs and its curricula; last, but not least, a new look on student 
services is indicated. 

This particular study has indicated the need for: 

a) A critical evaluation of the counseling process including the following areas: 

1) personal 

2) vocational 

3) academic 

b) An evaluation of the courses students take, both required and elective. 

It should be stressed that this study involved only those alumni who have received a 
Baccalaureate degree. Future studies - it is recommended - should encompass a broader universe 
of University of Georgia outputs. 
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